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Introduc on
The release, nearly a decade ago, of
preliminary data from the National Jewish
Population Survey (NJPS) 2000-2001
punctuated a long-standing debate about
how to estimate the size and
characteristics of the U.S. Jewish
population. At the time, we were among
those raising questions about the
reliability of the findings (cf. Kadushin,
Phillips, & Saxe, 2005) and, in particular,
we questioned the accuracy of estimates of
the size of the population and how it had
changed over the preceding decade.
Measuring Jewish identity in the United
States is exceedingly complex. Although
NJPS 2000-2001 grappled with many of
the difficulties, ultimately, for purposes of
population estimation, it was an
unsatisfying product. Identifying a rare
population such as Jews in a vast multicultural sea of individuals is non-trivial
and is made even more complex by
restrictions on government collection of
data on religion. Our initial concerns about
NJPS and similar surveys to identify and
characterize the Jewish population led us
to consider alternatives to the NJPS
approach. The present report describes our
latest thinking and empirical efforts to
develop Jewish population estimates and
analyses of the characteristics of American
Jewry.
A central focus of our work has been to
develop a new paradigm, based on metaanalytic data synthesis approaches (see
Saxe, Tighe, & Boxer, In press; Tighe,

Livert, Barnett, & Saxe, 2010), to estimate
the size of the Jewish population and
assess its characteristics. The
methodology focuses on the synthesis of
multiple independent sources of data to
develop estimates both to describe the
population and to provide a valid source of
data for use in survey weighting. The
present report examines national data
from a diverse set of surveys collected
between the years 2000 and 2008. In
addition, the use of population estimates
derived from this cross-survey synthesis
are examined and applied to a national
Jewish population survey we conducted in
December 2010.
The present report begins with a brief
discussion of the methodological problems
inherent in understanding the sociodemography of U.S. Jewry and how our
approach attempts to deal with these
challenges through data synthesis. We
then report on the results of a synthesis of
data collected over the last ten years and
discuss the inferences that can be drawn
from the data. The report then shifts to a
discussion of the use of results from the
synthesis to understand characteristics of
the contemporary U.S. Jewish community.
A specific survey, conducted using a panel
developed by Knowledge Networks
(Knowledge Networks, December 17,
2010), is analyzed both to provide
preliminary data about American Jewry
and to illustrate the potential of the
methodology.
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Background
As DellaPergola (2011) persuasively
argues, demographic data on the Jewish
population is critical for effective policy
planning and has implications on the
global and local levels. The availability of
reliable and valid sources of data within
Israel on the population as a whole
facilitates the development of a rich
assessment of demographic processes and
their implications (see DellaPergola, 2011).
For Jews in the Diaspora, particularly here
in the United States where freedom of
religion has translated into a proscription
on governmental entities collecting data on
religion, population statistics such as those
available for the Jewish population in
Israel simply do not exist. Official records
of birth and death include no information
about whether the person is Jewish.
Household census data includes no such
information. Development of detailed
demographic profiles of the population
requires the use of alternative methods.
Typically such alternative methods have
been single surveys that could serve as
proxies for population data. As social
science methods develop to better capture
the cumulative nature of data, so too can
such methods be used to develop a better
sense of the validity of data on which
policy is to be based.
In the United States, the Jewish
population is a small sub-group of the
overall U.S. population, and traditional
general population survey approaches to
study such a rare religious-ethnic group
are problematic. Identifying Jews, who
constitute approximately 2% of the
population, by random digit dial phone
surveys is highly inefficient and involves

massive screening efforts, subject to
sampling error and bias. The problems
with identifying Jews in general
population surveys has led to the
development of a new approach to
estimation of the size of the American
Jewish population and to describe their
characteristics (see Saxe, Tighe, Phillips, &
Kadushin, 2007; Tighe, et al., 2010). This
strategy is based on the premise that no
single study (or survey) is without error.
Estimation is improved through repeated
observation and synthesizing data and
results across these repeated observations.
The methods go beyond simply averaging
each of the estimates. Instead, raw
individual level data across studies is
combined using methods that take into
account the different variance
distributions, thereby enabling not only
overall estimates across surveys, but also
distributions by age, sex, education, and
geographic region. These distributions can,
in turn, serve as the external source of
population data required for survey
weighting in targeted surveys of the
Jewish population.
Pooling data across multiple surveys is not
entirely novel and bears similarity to the
methods employed by other efforts to
estimate the Jewish population. In
particular, the American Jewish Identity
Surveys (Kosmin & Keysar, 2009; Mayer,
Kosmin, & Keysar, 2001) and the 1990
NJPS (Fishman & Goldstein, 1993). Each
of these studies consisted of pooling data
across a number of independent random
samples of the U.S. population. For
example, AJIS 2000 was based on a
sample of 50,000 respondents pooled across
50 random digit dial (RDD) omnibus
telephone surveys, each of about 1,000
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respondents. Pooling data across multiple
independent random samples, all designed
to assess the same underlying population,
remedies the problem of sparse data by
increasing the number of respondents in
categories (i.e., Jewish) that would
otherwise be observed in too low a
frequency to be able to estimate the group
reliably.
A variation on this method was also
employed by Smith (2005) who combined
multiple years of the GSS (General Social
Survey), a high-quality in-person survey
sponsored by the National Science
Foundation (NSF). Unlike ARIS, which
pools data collected across multiple
samples in a short time frame (over days/
weeks), the GSS is conducted every two
years. Several years of data were pooled
(1972 - 2002) to describe characteristics of
the Jewish population (Smith, 2005). For
the year 2000, the point estimate of the
percent of U.S. adults who were Jewish
was derived from pooling data from 1998
through 2002 (p. 290). Similar to AJIS
surveys and NJPS 1990, this method of
pooling data relies on the assumption that
surveys that are administered in the same
way by the same organization at different
points in time can be considered as if they
are a single survey, ignoring potential
differences that might be introduced with
each new administration of the survey. It
might be reasonable to assume that
the same basic survey, administered by the
same organization using similar protocols,
will not yield different results across
repeated administrations. However, this
assumption is not directly examined, as
it is in most other data analytic contexts in
which data from independent samples are
pooled (cf. Cooper & Hedges, 1993).

The present cross-survey synthesis
approach, which employs hierarchical
Bayesian analysis methods, treats data
from any new survey as part of a
continuous stream of data, using data from
other independent samples as prior
information that can be used to improve
population estimation. Essentially, one
improves estimation of sparse cells by
“borrowing” information across all similar
surveys (cf. Malec, Sedransk, Moriarity, &
LeClere, 1997). This method is frequently
used to combine data for purposes of
estimating small geographic areas (Ghosh,
Natarajan, Stroud, & Carlin, 1998) and
also is used as a method to provide
adjustments to the U.S. Census (Fienberg,
2008). Most importantly, rather than
relying on untested assumptions about the
comparability of estimates across the
independent samples that are pooled, the
separate sources of variance associated
with each of the samples are taken into
account directly in the model.
Combining multiple data sources to
increase the reliability of estimates is the
basic premise of traditional meta-analytic
methods (Cooper & Hedges, 1993), and
more recently of methods of small area
estimation (SAE) (Lohr, 2003;
Pfeffermann, 2002; Rao, 2003). Metaanalysis and SAE provide much more
systematic approaches to data synthesis
than the simple pooling of data. A key
feature of such systematic approaches is
that all available and relevant sources of
data are reviewed. It is only through
systematic review of a representative
sample of studies or surveys can one draw
conclusions about how reliable the
estimates from any single source might be.
This is particularly true when the goal is to

3

4

Es ma ng the Jewish Popula on in the United States, 2000‐2010

estimate a group that is considered very
small relative to the larger population
from which it is drawn. As John Rao
explains:
In making estimates for small areas with
adequate level of precision, it is often
necessary to use ‘indirect’ estimators that
‘borrow strength’ by using values of the
variable of interest, y, from related areas
and/or time periods and thus increase the
‘effective’ sample size. (Rao, 2003, p. 2)
In the present case, we “borrow strength”
from the vast amount of data on religious/
ethnic identification that exists in the
United States for our variables of interest,
whether a person is Jewish, along with
factors related to this, such as geographic
dispersion and demographic composition.
Although these data are rarely collected
for the specific purpose of population
estimation, or the more specific purpose of
the study of the Jewish population, all of
the surveys are designed to provide
representative samples of the U.S.
population as a whole, include assessment
of religious or ethnic identification. Thus,
they are well-suited for purposes of
population estimation. These surveys
occur daily, weekly, monthly, yearly—
that is, with sufficient frequency as to
generate substantial amount of data on the
sub-group of the U.S. population who selfidentify as Jewish. Typically this is based
on a question such as “What is your
religion?” or “Are you [name of religion],”

giving several choices.”1 A smaller number
of surveys include assessment of religion
raised, or parents’ religious/ethnic
identification, or non-religious Jewish
identification (e.g., “Do you consider
yourself Jewish?”). Any single survey
might contain too few respondents who
identify as Jewish for it to serve as a
reliable source of data on its own. The
repeated, independent samples of the U.S.
population, however, can be
systematically combined to improve
estimation and provide a much needed and
highly reliable source of data with which
to describe the basic demographic
composition of the U.S. Jewish population.
Data syntheses have become common
throughout the social, biomedical, and
natural sciences (Binder & Roberts, 2009;
Egger, Ebrahaim, & Smith, 2002; Ford &
Myers, 2008; Hunt, 1997; Jorm & Jolley,
1998; Jorm, Korten, & Henderson, 1987;
Sutton, Abrams, Jones, Sheldon, & Song,
2000), but have only just recently been
brought to bear to the study of the Jewish
population (Tighe, et al., 2010). A key
challenge attendant to the use of multiple
sources of survey data is to understand
how much the estimates vary from one
data source to another and why they vary.
We approach this challenge by employing
multilevel modeling techniques (Goldstein,
1999; Hox, 1995; Rabe-Hesketh, Skrondal,
& Pickes, 2005). The underlying idea is to
examine variability among people at one
level and variability among surveys at a

It is beyond the scope of this paper to present analyses on the impact of various question wordings. For
Jewish population estimation, it will be demonstrated that nearly all of the variance in estimates across
surveys is accounted for by sample demographics, leaving very little variance remaining for factors such as
question wording.
1
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second level, using statistical methods that
enable one to examine both sources of
variability in combination.
Nationally representative surveys
typically use complex sample designs in
which respondents are selected from
geographic regions in the United States.
In traditional design-based methods of
survey analysis (Brewer & Gregoire, 2009;
Heeringa, West, & Berglund, 2010), one
relies on weights to account for the factors
associated with the sample design,
including adjustments to those weights
such as post-stratification and nonresponse. Each survey uses unique
sampling and weighting procedures. In
many cases, particularly because the
sample sizes are designed to estimate the
population as a whole rather than for
specific subgroups, there are limitations to
adjustments that can be made based on
geographic and demographic distributions
of respondents. For example, although
there is substantial variation in the Jewish
population across United States and across
metropolitan areas, many surveys have
only a sufficient number of cases to adjust
for broad geographic regions, such as the
U.S. census regions of Northeast, Midwest,
South, and West. Weighting strategies
that fail to take account of the particular
factors associated with Jewish population
estimation will be biased; that is, they will
either over- or under-estimate the
population depending on how the sample
that was obtained compares to the
distribution of the Jewish population as a
whole.

As an alternative for population
estimation, a model-based approach is
employed (cf. Binder & Roberts, 2009;
Little, 2004) in which sampling and survey
design variables are included in the
analysis, so that their relationship to
Jewish population estimates can be
examined and accounted for directly.
Further, because there is great variability
in the United States within geographic
regions, and the Jewish population tends
to cluster in metropolitan areas, and
because many surveys on their own do not
have a sufficient number of people in them
to be able to obtain reliable estimates for
smaller geographic areas needed for
reliable population estimation, we employ
Bayesian analysis methods which are wellsuited to estimation of “rare events,” or
groups and subgroups for which one has
very few observations.2
An additional benefit of this approach is
that it also allows one to examine, and
estimate, the extent to which the Jewish
population varies by combinations of
variables. For example, many surveys
include weighting adjustments for age and
education, ignoring the strong interaction
between age and education in Jewish
population estimates. Design-based
weighting methods typically cannot
estimate this interaction reliably; as a
result, it is ignored. In our multiple
survey approach, we, again, draw on many
sources of data, all of which contribute a
few cases toward estimation of this
interaction, to obtain more reliable
estimates. One survey may have too few

2 See Gelman, Carlin, Stern, & Rubin, 2003; Little, 2004 for discussions of benefits of Bayesian analysis
methods for estimation of rare events. See also Pfeffermann & Sverchkov, 2007 and Binder & Roberts, 2009
for discussions of design-based and model-based estimation under conditions of informative sampling.
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Jewish respondents in sparsely populated
areas; for example, in South Dakota one
may not be able to estimate the group
reliably or there may be too few Jews
within particular age and education groups
to estimate the groups reliably. Across 50
or 100, or 300 surveys, as well as within
those 50 or 100 or 300 surveys, the other
similar states and subgroups of the Jewish
population can be used to improve
estimation of these subgroups.
The present approach allows one to gather
population data on U.S. Jews efficiently,
because one is utilizing data collected by
others. In addition, the method allows one
to control for error in ways that are
infeasible in single studies. The approach
opens the door to a host of comparative

analytic possibilities that have heretofore
not been available to researchers who
study the U.S. Jewish population. The
limitations of this approach are the nature
of the available data. As noted above,
there are substantial data about
Americans who have been asked about
their religion. To understand American
Jewry as a whole, however, we also need to
understand those who consider themselves
Jewish by other criteria. At the same time,
since the vast majority of American Jews
will identify as Jewish in response to
religious identification questions regardless
of whether they are religious, it is possible
to estimate the total population (Religious
and Jewish by other criteria) based on the
estimates of those Jewish by religion.

Es ma ng the Jewish Popula on in the United States, 2000‐2010 ,

Sample
The analyses described below are based on
a synthesis of data from surveys conducted
between the years 2000 and 2008. To
identify surveys to include, major data
repositories were searched for studies that
included assessment of religious
identification or affiliation. Data archives
included the Inter-University Consortium
for Political and Social Research (ICPSR)
and the American Religion Data Archive
(ARDA), as well as collections of archives
such as the Institute for Quantitative
Social Sciences Dataverse Network at
Harvard. In addition, poll archives at the
Odum Institute, Roper Center, Gallup,
and Pew Research were searched.
Keywords for searching each of the
databases were: religion; relig*;
Protestant; Catholic; Jewish; denom*;
religious preference; religious id*. In
addition, searches of the social science and
religious studies literature were conducted.
Results were screened using the following
criteria: the study had to include (1) a
nationally representative sample of the
U.S. adult population; (2) information to
classify respondents by current religious
identification; and, (3) baseline
demographic information (sex, race,
education, and age). The search strategy
yielded hundreds of surveys.
Although the goal is to add all available
sources, given the time and resources
required to process data, priority was
given to surveys with the largest sample
sizes (at least 1,000 respondents or more)
and, within any given year, a
representative sample from different

sources. That is, if there are multiple
surveys conducted by Pew Research in one
year, we include equal numbers of surveys
from other organizations so that we can
ensure estimates within any given year are
not biased by a particular survey
organization.
The present analyses focus on a subset of
these surveys that included sufficient state
and metropolitan area information to
examine geographic clustering within
surveys (see Appendix A for list of
surveys). The set consists of 140
independent samples and a total sample
size of 390,728—of whom 8,000 identify as
Jewish by religion.
Summary of Surveys
The sample of surveys include those
conducted as part of a series, such as the
“General Social Survey” (GSS) conducted
biennially since 2000 (Smith, Marsden, &
Hout, 2011), the “American National
Election Studies,” the “Religion and
Public Life” survey conducted annually by
the Pew Forum on Religious and Public
Life, and the “State of the First
Amendment” survey conducted near
annually by researchers at the First
Amendment Center at Vanderbilt
University and the Newseum. In addition,
where a single survey may have included
multiple sampling methods or frames (e.g.,
landline versus cell-phone), each is treated
as a separate independent sample. Unique
identifiers are added to the dataset to
account for samples that are obtained from

7
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within the same series or from the same
overall single survey.
A majority of the surveys (87%) were
standard RDD phone surveys. The
remainder was conducted as in-person
interviews (7%, e.g., the GSS), cell-phone

Figure 1: Distribution of Survey Sponsor

Figure 2: Distribution of Survey Purpose

(3.6%), mail, or other (e.g., WebTV).
Surveys were conducted for a variety of
purposes and by a variety of organizations
ranging from polls on political issues to
targeted surveys on religious identification
and religious issues to general social issues
(see Figure 1 & Figure 2).
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Survey response rates also varied. For the
nearly 60% of the surveys that reported
response rates, they ranged from a low of
10% to 72%, with an average of
approximately 32% (see Figure 3).
Response rates also appear bimodal, with a
subset of surveys with high response rates
compared to the majority of surveys
clustered around the average. Nearly all of
the surveys not reporting response rate
information were news polls, which likely
have low response rates typical of such
polls, 10% or lower.
For responses to the specific question on
religious identification, there was much
less variability (see Figure 4). The average
response rate to this question was 97.4%.
Over half of the surveys had 2% or lower
non-response and 95% had non-response
less than 5%.

Oversamples
Some of the surveys include over-samples
of select groups. In combining data across
surveys, if a survey included an oversample defined by factors included in our
post-stratification model (e.g., age, race,
education), the over-sample cases were
included for purposes of estimation within
that particular group. If the over-sample
was defined by factors not included in our
models, over-sampled cases were excluded
from analyses and only the nationally
representative portion of the sample was
included.

Figure 3: Distribution of Reported Response Rates of Surveys
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Figure 4: Distribution of Valid Response to Religious Identification Question Across Surveys
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Modeling
For the 140 independent samples between
2000 and 2008, estimates of the percent of
the U.S. adult population who identify by
religion as Jewish ranged from below 1%
to over 3% (See Figure 5). There is no
apparent trend of increasing or decreasing
size of the population relative to the total
U.S. adult population over time. There is,
however, variability associated with each
survey estimate, as indicated by 95%
confidence intervals around each estimate.
For example, the first survey, which
obtained an estimated 2% of the U.S.
adult population as Jewish is associated
with a 95% confidence interval ranging
from a low estimate of 1.3% to a high
estimate of 3.1%. In terms of estimates
from the total U.S. adult population,
variation between 1.3% or 3.1% may not
appear as substantial variation. In terms
of estimating the size of the Jewish
population, however, such differences
reflect variations on order of tens of
thousands of individuals. Thus, it is
necessary to examine not merely the
estimated number from each individual
source, but also how much variability is
associated with each.
Variance Component Models
The first step in developing an estimate of
the Jewish population that synthesizes
data across multiple sources is to examine
how much variability there is across the
surveys prior to including all of the

3 See

adjustments for sampling and design
factors associated with the surveys. This
was done with a simple intercept-only
model (see Table 1), in which the outcome
of interest – the likelihood of respondents
identifying by religion as Jewish— was
modeled solely as a function of how it
varied by survey (i.e., random effect for
survey).3 Variance associated with the
surveys themselves was .04. This
corresponds to an intra-class correlation
coefficient (ICC) of .01, which indicates
that c. 1% of the total variance in the
likelihood any given respondent identifies
as Jewish is associated with the surveys;
that is, very little variability is associated
with the surveys. Also included in the
table is the Median Odds Ratio (MOR),
which expresses the variance as an odds
ratio. A value of 1 indicates that given
any two randomly chosen surveys, the
odds of a respondent identifying as Jewish
in the survey with the highest likelihood is
equivalent to the odds of identifying as
Jewish in the survey with the lowest
likelihood. The odds here slightly higher
than 1 suggests respondents in the survey
with the highest likelihood are 1.2 times
more likely to identify as Jewish than in
the survey with the lowest likelihood.
Whether this increased likelihood is
observed once sampling variables
associated with each survey are accounted
for is examined in the population model
that follows.

Appendix B for details of model specification and model results.

11

12
Es ma ng the Jewish Popula on in the United States, 2000‐2010

Figure 5: Proportion of the U.S. Adult Population Who Identify by Religion as Jewish
Estimates for 140 Independent Samples between 2000 and 2008 (Point Estimates and
Confidence Intervals)
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Table 1: Variance Across Surveys Estimated from Hierarchical Bayesian Analysis of Jewish
Likelihood with Random Intercepts for Survey

Intercept

Est.

SE

-3.84

0.025

Survey Variance
Variance

0.04

ICC

0.01

MOR
Deviance

1.22
68867

Population Model
Sampling variables involved in the
development of the original survey
weights across the set of surveys were
included as covariates in the model. These
included basic demographic variables (age,
race, and education) associated both with
the representativeness of the individual
survey samples and with the distribution
of the Jewish population in the United
States (see Tighe, et al., 2010). Race was
represented by four categories—White non
-Hispanic, Black non-Hispanic, Hispanic,
and Other non-Hispanic, with White nonHispanic as the reference category. Age
was represented as six categories—aged 18
-24 years, 25-34 years, 35-44 years, 45-54
years, 55- 64 years, and over 65 years of
age. Two categories of education (less
than college, four-year college, grad or
4A

greater) were included, as well as the
interaction of education with age. In
addition, given the dispersion of the
Jewish population throughout the United
States and higher density in metropolitan
as compared to non-metropolitan areas,
geographic variables of state and
metropolitan status were also included.
The goal for inclusion of geographic
variables was to include the lowest level of
geographic distribution that could be
standardized across the largest number of
surveys.4,5 After accounting for design and
sampling variables, survey variance was
reduced from .04 to .01. This corresponds
to an intra-class correlation of less than .01
and a median odds ratio of 1.1.
To examine whether this model
adequately accounts for the original
survey designs, the model was re-fit to

subset of surveys include MSA/CBSA, county and zip code level identifiers. Follow-up analyses on those
subsets would be useful to explore the possibility of post-stratification based to specific metropolitan areas.
5 See Appendix B.
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include the original survey weights as a
covariate for the full sample of surveys (see
Appendix B, Table B2, column 2) and for
the subset of surveys for which the final
weight was significantly related to being
Jewish (Appendix B, Table B2, column
3).6,7 Across the full sample of surveys,
inclusion of the original survey weights as
a covariate in the full post-stratification
model yielded no significant effect of the
survey weight. Fitting the model on the
subset of surveys where the final weight
was related to Jewish likelihood supported
the analysis on the full set of surveys:
there was no significant effect associated
with the survey weight. This indicates
that our model does not “miss” design and
sampling information that may have been
contained in the original survey weights.
This finding provides support for the
model-based approach and for our
assumptions that factors represented in
the original survey weights could be
accounted for in a population model.
In addition, none of the coefficients for the
post-stratification variables change
substantially after the inclusion of survey
weights. Some of the coefficients for
particular states vary somewhat after
including the survey weight. This is
expected given that which states are
represented in each survey varies, and this
information is lost when a survey’s poststratification weight aggregates the states
up to broad categories of census region.
For Jewish population estimation,
aggregation to census region results in the
6 This

lowest frequency states within regions
biasing estimates downward, unless
adjustments are made for variation at the
state level.
Comparison of Survey-specific and Crosssurvey Model-based Estimates
A key question attendant to the present
analytic approach is how estimates based
on syntheses across multiple sources of
data compare to the original survey
estimates associated with each of the
surveys included in the model. Modelbased post-stratified estimates for each
survey were obtained using the random
intercepts for survey. Estimates were post
-stratified to U.S. Census distributions of
the adult population based to the Current
Population Survey March Supplement
(CPS) for all variables included in the poststratification model (see Park, Gelman, &
Bafumi, 2004; Tighe, et al., 2010). CPS
data for the year associated with each
survey were used. Figure 6 displays these
comparisons. Given the large number of
surveys, estimates are grouped by the
extent to which the cross-survey estimate
converges with the survey-specific
estimate. Figure 6a displays those surveys
where the cross-survey estimate yields an
equivalent or near equivalent estimate of
what would be observed if the survey had
been analyzed on its own in a traditional
design-based analysis. Figure 6b displays
those surveys where the cross-survey
analysis yields an estimate somewhat
lower than the survey-specific analysis.

suggestion was made by Karla Fox at Stats Canada (cf., Verret, Hidiroglou, & Rao, 2010).
This group of surveys was identified by regressing the final survey weight for each survey on the
dichotomous outcome (Jewish/Not) separately for each survey (see Appendix B, Table B3). Weight was
significantly related in nearly half of the surveys (n-s=66).
7
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And, figure 6c displays those where the
cross-survey estimate is higher than the
survey-specific analysis. Estimates in red
represent the cross-survey estimate of the
proportion of the adult population who are

Jewish based on the given survey, with
95% Bayesian certainty intervals.
Estimates in blue represent this proportion
derived from individual analysis of each
survey using its original survey weights.8

Figure 6: Survey-specific Population Estimates
Comparison of Cross-survey Model-based Estimates to Weighted Analyses of Each Survey
Separately9

Individual survey estimates and confidence intervals were estimated using the survey analysis procedures in
STATA, with the final survey weight as the weighting factor and. PSU and strata information were included
for each survey where available.
9 See Appendix B, Table B4 for detailed list of all unweighted, weighted and cross-survey estimates at the
survey level.
8
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For some surveys (e.g., S112, S6 & S7 in
2000), the cross-survey estimate is
identical to the weighted estimate—with
somewhat smaller certainty intervals for
the cross-survey estimate. For these
samples in particular, the original survey
designs included probability samples with
nearly 100 primary sampling areas defined
by metropolitan areas and final weights
that included both the design and poststratification to the U.S. population
distributions of age by education. Thus, it
makes sense that our model-based crosssurvey estimate yields similar estimates
since the model sought to account for these
factors.
For other surveys (e.g., S101 in 2002), the
cross-survey estimate is substantially
lower than what would be estimated from
analysis of the individual survey on its
own. The estimate for S101 is reduced
from 3.1% of the adult population to
1.9%. For this survey, the final weight

included only the probability of selection
based on design factors associated with the
targeting of particular congressional
districts. No adjustments for the
representativeness of the sample had been
included. In this case, it makes sense that
the cross-survey estimate, which provides
these adjustments, yields an estimate for
this survey that is much more closely
aligned with other surveys where the
weighting adjustments were more refined.
Similarly, where surveys yielded low
estimates, such as surveys S117 (1.2%) and
S99 (1.2%) both in year 2002, the crosssurvey estimate is higher, but still within
the 95% confidence interval for the within
survey weighted estimate. Typically,
these surveys balance their sample to
broad geographic regions of census region,
with no adjustments at the sub-region
level such as states or metropolitan areas.
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Popula on Totals
Given that nearly all survey-level variance
was accounted for by inclusion of sampling
variables that were included in our poststratification model, Jewish population
totals (by religion) were obtained using the
common intercept for the survey random
effect. Results from the model go beyond
overall population estimation and can be
used to estimate and describe the
distribution of Jews by demographic and
geographic groupings. Similar to surveylevel estimates, model results were post-

stratified to the Current Population Survey,
March Supplement. The full model spans a
nine-year period, 2000 to 2008.
Population estimates were based to the
mid-year of the series, 2004. This yields an
overall estimate of 1.83% of the U.S. adult
population who identify as Jewish by
religion (95% CI: 1.77% - 1.91%),
corresponding to 3.9 million U.S. adults
(95% CI: 3,772,809 – 4,072,684; See Table
2).

Table 2: 2000 to 2008 Population Model, Adult Jewish Population (by religion) Estimates Based
to Mid-Year, 2004.
U.S. Adults
Population

Jewish Adults

Pct

Total All Groups 213,308,957

Percentage of U.S.
Adults (CI)
1.8 (1.8,1.9)

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

3,923,000

3,773,000

4,073,000

Population.

Age
18-24 years
25-34 years
35-44 years
45-54 years
55-64 years
65+ years

27,643,318
38,948,429
43,300,765
40,786,805
28,186,364
34,443,276

13.0
18.3
20.3
19.1
13.2
16.1

1.8
1.3
1.5
1.9
2.2
2.6

(1.6,1.9)
(1.2,1.4)
(1.4,1.6)
(1.8,2.0)
(2.1,2.4)
(2.4,2.7)

489,000
507,000
644,000
775,000
628,000
879,000

447,000
471,000
603,000
733,000
590,000
834,000

535,000
543,000
684,000
818,000
667,000
925,000

Non-College 159,546,537

74.8

1.1 (1.0,1.1)

1,692,000

1,606,000

1,786,000

College Grad

53,762,420

25.2

4.1 (4.0,4.3)

2,231,000

2,144,000

2,317,000

White, non-Hisp 150,951,210
Black, non-Hisp. 23,825,461
Hispanic 26,496,449
Other non-Hisp. 12,035,838
Metropolitan
Non-Metro 39,465,804
Metro 173,843,153

70.8
11.2
12.4
5.6

2.4
0.2
0.5
1.1

(2.3,2.5)
(0.2,0.3)
(0.4,0.5)
(0.9,1.3)

3,619,000
52,000
122,000
130,000

3,481,000
41,000
103,000
112,000

3,755,000
64,000
142,000
151,000

18.5
81.5

0.3 (0.3,0.4)
2.2 (2.1,2.3)

137,000
3,785,000

124,000
3,639,000

151,000
3,933,000

Education

Race

Notes: a) Source: Current Population Survey, 2004 Annual Social and Economic (ASEC) Supplement, March 2004
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Modeling Change
Basing the nine years of data to a single
year such as 2004, assumes no change in
the distribution of the population during
that nine-year period. The year the survey
was conducted could be incorporated into
the model to estimate yearly changes over
time, and population estimates could then
be derived for each year in the series based
on the full model. A preliminary model
was fit using LMER with year included as
a fixed effect.10 Results suggested a
marginally significant difference between
2007 and 2004, but otherwise no
significant differences in the estimated
Jewish population between 2000 and 2008
(see Appendix B, Table B5). Whether the
marginal difference for the year 2007
reflects a reliable difference is better
estimated using MCMC methods. A fully
Bayesian model that attempts to capture
population changes within single years
likely requires accounting for the fact that
state-level demographics change from year
to year. Even with 140 independent
samples and nearly 400,000 respondents,
the large number of covariates in the
model, with the increased complexity of
the model to account for interactions of
state-level demographics over time, a
greater number of surveys within

10

See Appendix B.

individual years will be needed to be able
to obtain reliable state-level estimates. An
alternative to including year in the model
is to model each year separately. This was
also examined, and though models were
slow to converge given smaller sample
sizes, estimates obtained on single years of
data were the same as those based to
pooling data across multiple years (See
Appendix B, Table B6).
Based to years: 2004-2008
To benefit from multiple years of data to
obtain state or sub-regional estimates of
the Jewish population, the model was refit, based to a fewer number of years for
the most recent years in our sample, 2004
to 2008. Post-stratification to the midyear, 2006, yields an estimate of 1.8% of
U.S. adults who identify by religion as
Jewish (see Table 3). Note that although
these population estimates are based to
just the most recent years of data in our
sample (2004 to 2008), the population
estimates that are obtained in terms of
percent of U.S. adults and distributions
within demographic groups are essentially
identical to those obtained using the full
span of data, 2000 to 2008.
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Table 3: Adult Jewish Population (by religion) Estimates 2004-2008 Model, Post-stratified to
Mid-Year 2006 CPS
U.S. Adults

Jewish Adults

Population
Pct
Total All Groups 218,404,940

Percentage of US
Adults (CI)
1.8 (1.8,1.9)

Population.
3,999,000

Lower
Bound
3,822,000

Upper
Bound
4,184,000

Age
18-24 years
25-34 years
35-44 years
45-54 years
55-64 years
65+ years

28,205,401
39,878,169
41,878,423
43,637,592
33,073,607
36,563,910

12.9
18.3
19.2
20.0
15.1
16.7

1.8
1.3
1.5
1.8
2.3
2.5

(1.6,2.0)
(1.2,1.4)
(1.4,1.6)
(1.7,1.9)
(2.1,2.4)
(2.4,2.7)

513,000
508,000
628,000
762,000
698,000
890,000

457,000
461,000
582,000
714,000
650,000
836,000

568,000
560,000
675,000
813,000
744,000
945,000

Non-College 162,743,668

74.5

1.1 (1.0,1.1)

1,711,000

1,607,000

1,815,000

College Grad

55,661,273

25.5

4.1 (3.9,4.3)

2,288,000

2,178,000

2,395,000

White, non-Hisp 152,468,346
Black, non-Hisp. 24,775,538
Hispanic 28,291,684
Other non-Hisp. 12,869,373
Metropolitan
Non-Metro 36,426,296
Metro 181,978,644

69.8
11.3
13.0
5.9

2.4
0.2
0.4
1.2

(2.3,2.5)
(0.2,0.3)
(0.4,0.5)
(1.0,1.4)

3,668,000
56,000
126,000
150,000

3,504,000
43,000
102,000
125,000

3,839,000
71,000
153,000
176,000

16.7
83.3

0.3 (0.3,0.4))
2.1 (2.0,2.2)

125,000
3,875,000

106,000
3,702,000

141,000
4,053,000

Education

Race

Notes: a) Source: Current Population Survey, 2006 Annual Social and Economic (ASEC) Supplement, March
2006
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Population Estimates 2010
Survey data for years 2009, 2010, and 2011
are currently being added to the set of
surveys to update population estimates.
In the meantime, assuming there has been
little change in the distribution of the
Jewish population between 2006 and 2010,
estimates from the 2004-2008 population

model were extrapolated to 2010 by poststratifying the set of simulations from the
model to the 2010 CPS for distributions of
age, race, educational attainment,
metropolitan status, and state (see Table
4). This yields a similar estimate of
approximately 1.8% of all U.S. adults who
are Jewish (by religion), corresponding to
4.2 million adults.

Table 4: Adult Jewish Population (by religion) Estimates 2004-2008 Model, Post-Stratified to
2010 CPS
U.S. Adults
Population
Pct
227,784,008

Jewish Adults
Percentage of
U.S. Adults (CI)
1.8 (1.8,1.9)

Population.
4,223,000

Lower
Bound
4,036,000

Upper
Bound
4,417,000

Total All Groups
Age
18-24 years 29,107,704 12.8
1.8 (1.6,2.0)
534,000
476,000
591,000
25-34 years 40,825,883 17.9
1.4 (1.2,1.5)
561,000
510,000
617,000
35-44 years 40,196,062 17.6
1.4 (1.3,1.5)
571,000
529,000
614,000
45-54 years 44,133,076 19.4
1.7 (1.6,1.9)
768,000
719,000
819,000
55-64 years 35,162,687 15.4
2.3 (2.1,2.4)
797,000
743,000
851,000
65+ years 38,358,595 16.8
2.6 (2.4,2.7)
991,000
932,000 1,051,000
Education
Non-College 165,626,630 72.7
1.0 (1.0,1.1)
1,704,000 1,599,000 1,807,000
College Grad 62,157,377
27.
4.1 (3.9,4.2)
2,519,000 2,399,000 2,639,000
Race
White, non-Hisp 155,676,240 68.3
2.5 (2.4,2.6)
3,854,000 3,685,000 4,032,000
Black, non-Hisp. 26,910,510 11.8
0.2 (0.2,0.3)
63,000
48,000
81,000
Hispanic 31,769,482 13.9
0.4 (0.4,0.5)
142,000
115,000
174,000
Other non-Hisp. 13,427,776
5.9
1.2 (1.0,1.4)
163,000
136,000
191,000
Metropolitan
Non-Metro 36,730,185 16.1
0.3 (0.3,0.4)
125,000
106,000
141,000
Metro 191,053,822 83.9
2.1 (2.1,2.2)
4,098,000 3,918,000 4,285,000
Notes: a) Source: Current Population Survey, March 2010; Current Population Survey, 2010 Annual Social
and Economic (ASEC) Supplement, March 2010
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Demographic Profile
The Jewish population is older, compared
to the U.S. adult population as a whole,
with nearly 25% of the population aged 65
years or older and 60% aged 45 years and
older (see Figure 7).

Jewish adults are also more likely to be
college-educated compared to other U.S.
adults (see Figure 8). Fewer than 10% of
all Jewish adults are racial minorities
(Hispanic or other) (see Figure 9).

Figure 7: Age Distribution of U.S. Jewish Population: 2010
Bars represent the proportion of U.S. adults and proportion of Jewish adults within each age
group. Jewish population counts are displayed beside each bar.
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Figure 8: Educational Attainment for U.S. Adults and Jewish Adults.
Bars represent the proportion of the population within each group.

Figure 9: Racial Composition of U.S. and Jewish Adults.
Bars represent proportion of total population. Jewish population counts are displayed
beside each bar.
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Figure 10 displays how the Jewish
population is distributed throughout the
continental United States. Just over 20%
of the population resides in New York
State, 15% in California, followed by 11%
in Florida; 7% in New Jersey; and 5% in
Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and Illinois.

While Jews reside predominantly in
metropolitan areas (97%) in these states,
the distribution within metropolitan and
non-metropolitan areas varies by state (see
Figure 11).

Figure 10: Geographic Distribution of Jewish Adults. See Appendix B for detailed estimates.
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Figure 11: State Level Population Estimates in Metropolitan and Non-metropolitan Areas
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Use of Popula on Totals in Weigh ng
One application of cross-survey analyses is
that the population estimates that are
derived overall and for demographic
composition can serve as a much needed
metric of the Jewish population. To utilize
results of Jewish population surveys,
either targeted surveys or surveys that
extract data from Jewish members of
consumer panels and other omnibus survey
operations, some metric of the
representativeness of these samples is
needed. It is needed not only to
understand better the generalizability of
survey results to the Jewish population as
a whole, but also to be able to compensate,
where appropriate, for differential
selection probabilities through weighting.
In the past researchers have relied on
previous surveys for such estimates,
typically selecting a single source of data
(such as the previous decade’s National
Jewish Population Survey), and ignoring
potential sources of bias associated with
reliance on that single source for purposes
of population estimation. Here we extend
the utility of the cross-survey approach
and examine the use of population totals
in weighting of a single, targeted survey of
the U.S. Jewish population. This targeted
survey is then used to describe the total
Jewish population in greater detail,
including, most importantly, adjustments
to the total population for those omitted
from general population surveys on which
the cross-survey analysis is based, that is,
non-religiously identified Jews and
children.

There are numerous ways to utilize
weighting and below we explore several
approaches to using weights derived from
the synthesis. Traditional methods of post
-stratification such as raking were
compared to alternative approaches, which
make better use of the improved
estimation of small/rare groups through
Bayesian methods (see Appendix B). This
is done for a targeted survey of the Jewish
population, the 2010 Survey of American
Jewry (Saxe, 2010).
Survey of American Jews 2010
The SAJ 2010 survey mirrored NJPS
surveys in scope, with questions about
religious affiliation of household members,
engagement with Jewish activities and
organizations, religious practice, attitudes
towards Judaism and Israel, formal Jewish
education, Hebrew comprehension, and a
number of other measures of interest to the
Jewish community (see Appendix C for
copy of questionnaire). The survey was
administered to a sample of 1,137 Jewish
adults who participate in the Knowledge
Networks’ (KN) KnowledgePanel®.
KnowledgePanel consists of about 50,000
U.S. adults, aged 18 and older, and
includes cell phone-only households
(Knowledge Networks, December 17,
2010). Initial recruitment for the panel
was based on traditional RDD telephone
methods. Beginning in 2009, an addressbased sampling (ABS) frame was added to
supplement the RDD panel, and
eventually replaced the RDD panel. As
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part of the background demographic
characteristics, all panel members are
asked to identify their current religious
affiliation. Of the 50,000 members of the
panel, 1,087 identify as Jewish by religion.
In March 2010, as part of panel
refreshment, panel members who reported
no religious affiliation were asked two
followup questions: “Do you consider
yourself to be Jewish for any reason? [Yes/
Half or part/No]” and “Do you have
Jewish mother or a Jewish father?” [Yes/
Half or Part/No]. An additional 317 panel
members indicated some degree of Jewish
identification in response to these two
questions. All of the 1,404 panel members
who indicated they considered themselves
Jewish by religion or in response to one of
the two follow-up questions were sent an
invitation to participate in the SAJ 2010.
Examination of responses to the two
follow-up questions indicated that some
who were included in the KN Jewish panel
(n=79) do not actually consider themselves
to be Jewish by religion or other means.11
Such non-Jewish panel members were
dropped from analyses, leaving a total of
1,323 panel members, of whom 1,079 in
the continental United States responded to
the SAJ 2010 survey—892 identified in
response to the religious identification
question (JBR) and 187 identified through
follow-up questions (JBO).
Weighting
The SAJ 2010 was weighted in two stages.
The first stage consisted of a base sampling
11 An

weight provided by Knowledge Networks.
This weight is designed to compensate for
the KnowledgePanel’s unique sample
design (see Appendix B). Although the
KnowledgePanel is designed to be
representative of the U.S. adult population
as a whole, the sample that is achieved,
even after accounting for the sample
design, typically under- or over-represents
particular groups within the population.
In the second stage of weighting, base
weights are post-stratified to known
population totals to compensate for
potential sources of bias in the sample.
Unlike most surveys of the U.S.
population which post-stratify to known
population totals based on the U.S.
Census, the SAJ 2010 sample of Jewish
respondents within the KnowledgePanel
requires comparison of the respondent
sample to known Jewish population totals,
a group not represented in U.S. Census
data. We, therefore, use the results from
the cross-survey synthesis for these
comparisons.
Demographic composition of the sample is
displayed in Table 5. Included are
distributions of each variable for the total
U.S. adult population and the U.S. adult
Jewish population (based on cross-survey
estimates) in comparison to the full KN
Jewish panel and the subset of panel
members who responded to the SAJ 2010
survey. Since the cross-survey analysis is
based to those who identify as Jewish in
response to questions about religious
affiliation, the sample is further separated
into those who identified as Jewish by

additional two respondents indicated they were Jewish in response to the religious identification question
but explained in response to “other specify” that they were Gentiles who believed in the religious principles of
Judaism. Both were raised in religions other than Judaism and indicated that neither of their parents were
Jewish.
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Table 5: Comparison of Knowledge Network’s Jewish Panel and the SAJ 2010 Sample to Total
U.S. Jewish Population

U.S.
Adultsa
Pop.
(%)

Jewish Adults:
SSRI 2010
Pop.
%

LB

UB

KN Jewish
Panel
N

%

SAJ 2010
Respondents
N

%

SAJ 2010
JBR

SAJ 2010
JBO

N

N

%

%

Age
Age 18-24 years
12.8
12.6 11.4 13.8
34
2.6
23
2.1
17
1.9
6
3.2
Age 25-34 years
17.9
13.3 12.3 14.3
108
8.2
73
6.8
53
5.9
20
10.7
Age 35-44 years
17.6
13.5 12.7 14.4
167 12.6
128
11.8
92 10.3
36
19.3
Age 45-54 years
19.4
18.2 17.3 19.1
254 19.2
209
19.3
176 19.7
33
17.6
Age 55-64 years
15.4
18.9 17.9 19.9
374 28.3
317
29.2
273 30.5
44
23.5
Age 65 years plus
16.8
23.5 22.3 24.6
385 29.1
331
30.7
283 31.7
48
25.7
Education
College
27.3
59.7 58.2 61.2
960 72.6
801
74.1
658 73.6 143
76.5
Non-College
72.7
40.3 38.8 41.8
362 27.4
280
25.9
236 26.4
44
23.5
Race/Ethnicity
White-NonHispanic
68.3
91.3 90.3 92.3
1234 93.3
1015
93.9
843 94.3 172
92
Black-NonHispanic
11.8
1.5
1.1
1.9
8
0.6
3
0.3
2
0.2
1
0.5
Hispanic
13.9
3.4
2.7
4.1
36
2.7
26
2.4
21
2.3
5
2.7
Other-NonHispanic
5.9
3.9
3.3
4.5
44
3.3
37
3.4
28
3.1
9
4.8
State Groupb
Cluster 1
6.1
20.9 19.8
22
217 16.4
171
15.8
150 16.8
21
11.2
Cluster 2
2.9
7.4
6.7
8.1
81
6.1
69
6.4
60
6.7
9
4.8
Cluster 3
4.0
9.2
8.4
9.9
101
7.7
83
7.7
71
8
12
6.4
Cluster 4
7.3
13.9
13 14.8
151 11.4
118
10.9
102 11.4
16
8.6
Cluster 5
15.8
19.6 18.5 20.6
296 22.4
250
23.2
194 21.7
56
29.9
Cluster 6
8.4
8.8
8.0
9.5
134 10.2
108
10
97 10.9
11
5.9
Cluster 7
20.2
12.7 11.8 13.5
225
17
189
17.5
144 16.1
45
24.1
Cluster 8
36.3
7.7
7.1
8.4
115
8.7
91
8.4
74
8.3
17
9.1
Notes: a) Source: U.S. Census Bureau, March 2010 . b) State and metropolitan areas were combined into state-metropolitan
clusters. See Appendix B Table B9 for details and definitions of the clusters.
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religion and those who were added to the
sample based on responses to the two
follow-up questions. Even though RDD
and other general population surveys tend
to under-represent younger age groups and
over-represent older age groups (cf.,
Keeter, Kennedy, Dimock, Best, &
Craighill, 2006; Keeter, Miller, Kohut,
Groves, & Presse, 2000), the KN Jewish
panel, along with the subset who
responded to the SAJ 2010 survey, does so
to an even greater degree. Sixty percent of
the KN Jewish panel is aged 55 or older.
In typical RDD surveys, the overrepresentation of older age groups is more
on the order of a few percentage points
greater, unless the survey is targeted
directly at older samples. The KN Jewish
panel also over-represents college

graduates, compared to all U.S. Jewish
adults, and under-represents,to a lesser
degree,racial/ethnic minorities. These
differences are true of the sample overall as
well as for the subgroups who identify by
religion and those who do not.
There are also disparities in the
representation of the panel and the sample
by geographic dispersion. Clusters 1
through 4,areas with the highest Jewish
population incidence rates, are underrepresented (see Figure 12). These are the
geographic areas with the highest Jewish
population incidence, New York
metropolitan, New Jersey, Maryland and
Massachusetts metropolitan areas, and
Connecticut, Vermont and Florida
metropolitan areas. State clusters 5, 6,

Figure 12: Distributions of KN Panel and SAJ 2010 Respondents by State Groups
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KN Jewish Panel
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and to the largest degree 7 are overrepresented. These include the
metropolitan areas of Pennsylvania and
California, the non-metropolitan areas of
New York, and metropolitan areas in
states such as North Carolina, Georgia,
Ohio, Minnesota, Missouri, Wyoming, and
Michigan.
Given the disparities between the
Knowledge Network Jewish sample and
the total U.S. Jewish adult population,
and that survey outcomes were related to
all of these demographic variables in some
way,12 sampling weights were poststratified to balance sample demographics
to U.S. Jewish adult population totals for
age (six categories), race (4 categories),
education (2 categories), and statemetropolitan cluster (8 categories).13 Table
6 compares the weighted and unweighted
sample distributions to population
parameters.
Effects of Weighting on Survey Outcomes
The implications of incorporating
adjustments to survey weights that are
based to model-based population totals are
examined for a subset of outcomes in the
SAJ 2010. The primary focus is on the
effects of post-stratification weighting on
survey outcomes and the corresponding
inferences that would be drawn about the
nature of the Jewish population with and
without these population adjustments.
The outcomes examined include:
 Denomination

 Had a Bar or Bat Mitzvah (As a child/
As an adult/No)
 Jewish education
 Years of supplementary school
 Years of day school
 Years of camping
 In-marriage
 Ability to read and understand Hebrew
 Synagogue membership
 Attending any Jewish life cycle event
(brit, baby naming ceremony, bar/bat
mitzvah, wedding, shivah call) in past
year
 Any synagogue honor (aliyah, read
Torah, chanted Haftarah, other)
Comparison of unweighted and weighted
estimates for each of these outcomes is
displayed in Table 7. For many of the
survey outcomes, examination of overall
rates across all groups yields little
difference between weighted and
unweighted estimates. For example, 42%
of the sample overall report no
comprehension of Hebrew. After
accounting for sampling and weighting to
population totals, the estimated
proportion of Jewish adults who have no
Hebrew comprehension is 44%. A small
increase, but perhaps not substantial in
terms of policy implications. Where
weighting would matter most would be in
estimates of outcomes among subgroups
when those outcomes are strongly related
to factors involved in weighting. For a
population profile of U.S. Jews on all of
the factors described in Table 7 see Profile
of American Jewry (Saxe, 2011).

See Appendix B for detailed discussion and analysis of the relationships between demographic variables and
survey outcomes.
13 See Appendix B for details of weighting adjustments and comparisons to alternative methods of adjustment.
12
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Table 6: Demographic Composition of the Sample, Unweighted and Weighted

U.S. Jewish
Adults
Percent

Unweighted
N

Prop.

SE

Sampling
Weight
Prop.
SE

w/ Poststratification
Prop.
SE

Age
18-24 years 12.6

23

0.021

0.004

0.024

0.006

0.112

0.023

25-34 years 13.3

73

0.068

0.008

0.079

0.010

0.133

0.016

35-44 years 13.5

128

0.119

0.010

0.120

0.011

0.136

0.013

45-54 years 18.2

208

0.193

0.012

0.199

0.015

0.183

0.016

55-64 years 18.9

316

0.293

0.014

0.283

0.016

0.193

0.014

65+ years 23.5

331

0.307

0.014

0.295

0.016

0.243

0.017

Non-college 40.3

279

0.259

0.013

0.272

0.017

0.392

0.024

College 59.7

800

0.741

0.013

0.728

0.017

0.608

0.024

1014 0.940

0.007

0.941

0.008

0.914

0.016

3

0.003

0.002

0.004

0.003

0.014

0.009

Hispanic 3.4

26

0.024

0.005

0.022

0.005

0.034

0.008

Other non-Hispanic 3.9

36

0.033

0.005

0.033

0.006

0.039

0.011

Cluster 1 20.9

171

0.158

0.011

0.156

0.013

0.211

0.019

Cluster 2 7.4

69

0.064

0.007

0.079

0.010

0.075

0.010

Cluster 3 9.2

83

0.077

0.008

0.089

0.011

0.093

0.014

Cluster 4 13.9

118

0.109

0.010

0.120

0.012

0.128

0.018

Cluster 5 19.6

250

0.232

0.013

0.214

0.014

0.199

0.017

Cluster 6 8.8

108

0.100

0.009

0.094

0.010

0.089

0.010

Cluster 7 12.7

189

0.175

0.012

0.170

0.013

0.126

0.016

Cluster 8 7.7

91

0.084

0.008

0.078

0.009

0.078

0.011

Education

Race
White non-Hispanic 91.3
Black non-Hispanic 1.5

State Group
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Table 7: Comparison of unweighted and weighted survey outcomes

Unweighted
N

Prop.

Sampling Weight
SE

Prop

SE

w/ Post-stratification

Deff

Prop

SE

Deff

Current Denomination
Sec/Cul/JJ/None

653

0.605

0.015

0.618

0.017

1.32

0.630

0.021

2.14

Reform

218

0.202

0.012

0.190

0.013

1.22

0.175

0.016

1.92

Conservative

152

0.141

0.011

0.139

0.012

1.40

0.136

0.015

2.11

Orthodox

41

0.038

0.006

0.039

0.007

1.33

0.051

0.012

3.00

Reconstructionist

15

0.014

0.004

0.013

0.004

1.13

0.008

0.002

0.75

Education
Supplementary School
0 years

321

0.315

0.015

0.316

0.017

1.36

0.347

0.022

2.17

1-6 years

431

0.423

0.015

0.422

0.018

1.33

0.370

0.021

1.88

7 + years

268

0.263

0.014

0.261

0.016

1.38

0.283

0.022

2.52

Day School
0 years

962

0.935

0.008

0.937

0.008

1.22

0.924

0.011

1.89

1 + years

67

0.065

0.008

0.063

0.008

1.22

0.076

0.011

1.89

0 years

595

0.656

0.016

0.670

0.018

1.36

0.646

0.024

2.31

1-3 years

199

0.219

0.014

0.209

0.016

1.34

0.232

0.022

2.55

4 + years

113

0.125

0.011

0.122

0.013

1.43

0.122

0.016

2.24

None

455

0.424

0.015

0.439

0.018

1.37

0.441

0.022

2.18

Camping

Hebrew Comprehension
Read letters

344

0.321

0.014

0.319

0.016

1.31

0.325

0.021

2.22

Some of what read

224

0.209

0.012

0.201

0.014

1.37

0.186

0.017

2.08

Most or all of what read

50

0.047

0.006

0.041

0.006

1.04

0.048

0.008

1.68

Yes

483

0.530

0.017

0.541

0.019

1.35

0.564

0.023

2.02

Yes

345

0.320

0.014

0.320

0.017

1.38

0.319

0.021

2.25

Yes

234

0.218

0.013

0.221

0.015

1.35

0.208

0.019

2.34

Brit

167

0.156

0.011

0.149

0.012

1.28

0.137

0.013

1.62

Bar Mitzvah

361

0.338

0.014

0.322

0.016

1.28

0.298

0.019

1.86

Wedding

245

0.229

0.013

0.208

0.014

1.20

0.200

0.016

1.72

Shiva call

385

0.361

0.015

0.353

0.017

1.35

0.330

0.020

1.97

Jewish Spouse

360

0.572

0.020

0.56

0.023

1.31

0.575

0.025

1.62

Bar/Bat Mitzvah
Synagogue Membership
Any Synagogue Honors
Past Year Attend

In-Marriage
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Adjustments to Total Population Estimates:
Non-religiously Identified Jews and
Children
The synthesis approach enables us to
generate highly reliable estimates of the
Jewish population who identify as Jewish
in response to questions about religion.
Two groups not represented in the crosssurvey estimates, those who identify as
Jewish but not in response to religious
identification questions and children, can
be estimated from targeted surveys of the
Jewish population, such as the SAJ 2010
among others.
Non-religiously Identified Jews. Although
the vast majority of those who consider
themselves Jewish in the United States
identify as “Jewish by religion” when
asked by survey researchers, some do not.
Unfortunately, few general population
surveys include assessment of Jewish
ethnic or cultural identification in a way
that enables estimation of how many
additional people in the United States
identify as Jewish, though not by religion.
The American National Election Study
(ANES) includes a very broad assessment:
“In addition to being American, what do
you consider your main ethnic group or
nationality group?” Very few people
identify as Jewish in response to this openended prompt. Just 10% of those who
identified as Jewish by religion did so. Of
those who did not identify as Jewish by
religion, 0.3% indicated Jewish as the main
ethnic group with which they identify.
This would correspond to an increase in the

estimated size of the Jewish population by
a factor of just 1.14. 14
Targeted surveys of the Jewish population,
though often inadequate for purposes of
overall population estimation, to the
extent that they contain representative
samples of religiously and non-religiously
identified Jews, can provide useful
information regarding the overall relative
proportion of the total population
accounted for by non-religiously identified
Jews. For example, previous
administrations of the National Jewish
Population Survey (1990, 2001-2002) along
with other targeted surveys such as the
AJIS (2000, 2008) and the SAJ 2010 all
include questions that enable one to
estimate the proportion of the total Jewish
population who identify as Jewish but who
do not indicate Jewish when asked about
religion.
The NJPS and AJIS conducted around the
year 2000 included similar sets of
questions. Anyone who did not identify as
Jewish in response to the initial religious
identification question was asked follow-up
questions about whether either of their
parents were Jewish, whether they were
raised Jewish, and whether they considered
themselves Jewish. Analysis of NJPS 2001
estimated that 3.1 million U.S. adults
identified as Jewish by religion. An
additional 582,975 adults who had not
identified by religion as Jewish indicated
that they considered themselves Jewish.
Inclusion of this estimate as part of the
total estimated number of Jewish adults in

Secondary analysis conducted by SSRI of the ANES for the years 2000 & 2004 where this question was
assessed yielded an overall estimate of 2.2% of U.S. adults identified as Jewish by religion. The
additional .3% of the sample identifying Jewish as their main ethnic group identification would correspond
to an increase to 2.5% of U.S. adults.

14
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the United States increases the size of the
population by a factor of approximately
1.2, from 3.1 million to 3.6 million. AJIS
2001 estimated 2.9 million Jewish by
religion. Including a broader definition of
others who could be considered to be
Jewish by parentage, increases the
population to four million.
More recent sources of data include the
AJIS 2008, the SAJ 2010, as well as the
General Social Survey 2008. AJIS 2008
did not report a separate estimate for those
who consider themselves Jewish but not
by religion. Instead, they identify Jewish
of no religion as those who have at least
one Jewish parent. Using this broader
definition, the total number of Jewish
adults in the United States increases by a
factor of nearly 1.5. Beginning in 2008, a
series of questions was added to the
General Social Survey to include
assessment of non-religious Jews. All who
indicated “None” or did not answer
questions about their current religious
identification were asked “Do you consider

yourself Jewish for any reason?” In
addition, their parents’ religious
identification was assessed. These
questions were also added to the
Knowledge Network Panel (Knowledge
Networks, December 17, 2010), which
consists of a probability sample of
approximately 50,000 adults in the United
States, of whom 1,087 identify as Jewish
by religion and an additional 274 indicated
that they consider themselves to be Jewish
even though they do not identify by
religion as Jewish. This would correspond
to an increase by a factor of 1.25, or 20%
of all Jewish adults. Including only those
in the panel who responded to the SAJ
2010, the proportion is 18% of adults in
the sample.
Table 8 displays each of the surveys that
include assessment of non-religiously
identified Jews. Included in the table is
each survey’s estimate of the Jewish
population who identify by religion as
Jewish (JBR) along with the estimates of
those who did not identify as Jewish by

Table 8: Estimates of The Total Adult Jewish population across surveys that include nonreligiously Identifiers

Jewish by religion (JBR)

NJPS 2001a

AJIS 2001b

AJIS 2008b

SSRI 2008c

SSRI 2010c

3,066,300

2,930,000

2,800,000

4,108,000

4,223,000

669,000

688,000

Consider self Jewish. (CSJ)

582,975

Raised Jewish

328,936

No religion., J.
parent(NRJP)

775,907

1,120,000

1,288,000

3,649,275

4,050,000

4,088,000

4,777,000

4,911,000

.16

.27

.31

.14

.14

Total JBR+CSJ d
Total proportion of
secular/other Jews

Notes: a) Secondary analysis conducted by SSRI. b) Kosmin, 2009. The Changing Population
Profile of American Jews 1990-2008. Estimates for AJIS 2008 JBR is the mid-point estimate (2.7 2.8 million). c) Based on 2008 and 2010 SSRI population estimates; CSJ adjusted based on
results from SAJ 2010. d) Total for AJIS was calculated by adding the estimates of JBR and NRJP.
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religion but who indicated that they were
Jewish by other criteria. The table
includes a row labeled “Total proportion of
secular/other Jews,” which represents the
degree to which the total population
increases from the base JBR estimate with
the inclusion of those who consider
themselves Jewish, but not by religion.
For example, NJPS 2001 estimated that
there were 3,066,300 adult Jews who
identify as Jewish in response to the
religion question. It was estimated that an
additional 582,975 adults consider
themselves Jewish even though they do
not currently identify by religion as
Jewish. If one adds these individuals to
the base estimate of 3 million, the total
adult population increases to 3,649,275, or
about 1.2 times 3,066,300. If this
adjustment were applied to the crosssurvey 2010 estimate of the total number
of JBR adults in the United States (4.22
million), it corresponds to just over 5
million total Jewish adults. The rates
based to anyone of Jewish background as
defined by having a Jewish parent, as
reported in AJIS 2008, the estimated total
adult Jewish population in the United
States would be 6.25 million. This is
similar to the estimate derived from the
GSS 2008, which estimates an increase
from 1.7% of U.S. adults to 2.2% of U.S.
adults, an increase of .47 of the number of

15 Questions

adults who identify as Jewish by religion.
In comparison, the SSRI cross-survey
population estimates for 2008 and 2010,
respectively were 4.1 million and 4.2
million. Based on the observed estimate
that 14% of the SAJ 2010 sample
considered themselves Jewish but not by
religion,15 this would correspond to an
additional 688,000 adults, for a total of 4.8
adults in 2008 and 4.9 million adults in
2010.
More work needs to be done to examine
the sub-population of non-religiously
identified Jews and, in particular, to
determine how the sequence of questions
or survey context affects respondents’
identification as Jewish by religion or some
other criteria. In addition, we need to
assess the geographic and demographic
composition of non-religious identified
Jews. Doing so is important for
population estimation, since the extent to
which the observed proportions in the
particular surveys described above varies
by demographic or geographic group
represented in that particular survey will
inflate or deflate the estimate for this
group when it is collapsed across all
demographic groups. Data for AJIS 2008
are not yet available for secondary
analysis and could, potentially, be
combined with the SAJ 2010 data in order

of those who reported no religion as to whether they considered themselves Jewish for any reason
or had a Jewish mother or father were recorded as “Yes,” “Half or Partly,” or “No.” Those who only
considered themselves half or partly Jewish and reported that their parents too only considered themselves
half or partly Jewish were not included. Also not included were those who may have considered themselves
Jewish, and their parents were not at all Jewish (and they did not indicate that they had converted to
Judaism, i.e., their current denomination was listed as “none”).
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to better describe/estimate the group at
the national level. We are also still in the
process of understanding/examining the
SAJ 2010 data which, with nearly 300
non-religious Jews in the sample, offers
potential to be able to at least estimate
differences by broad categories of age,
education, and geographic regions.
Nevertheless, existing research findings
can be used to adjust the population
numbers by religion and create estimates
of the total Jewish population, parallel to
estimates from surveys such as NJPS 2000
-01.
Children. There are a number of ways to
estimate the overall number of children in
the population from the available data.
One would be to extrapolate from the cross
-survey estimates. There is an estimated
number of 534,000 Jewish adults aged 1824 based on the cross-survey analysis (see

Table 9). Taking into consideration a
conservative estimate of an undercount of
20% for those who are not represented in
the cross-survey estimate which is based to
responses to religious identification, this
would be a total of 667,500 adults in this
age group, or 95,000 within each age.
Assuming, on average, an equivalent
distribution across age groups (some ages
might be higher, some lower), would yield
an estimate of 1.6 million children and a
total population of 6.9 million.
An alternative approach is to use estimates
from a targeted survey, such as the SAJ
2010, to obtain estimates of the size of this
age group. The SAJ asked respondents to
report the number of children under the
age of 18 residing in the household.
Among all adults aged 18 or over, the
average number of children aged 17 or
under was .40 (95% CI: .33 - .47). The low

Table 9: Proportion of children being raised Jewish, along with corresponding population
counts
Number of Children under the age of 18
0 children

1
child

2
3
4
5
6
7 children
children children children children children

Total

Is Child Being Raised Jewish
Child 1

0.651

0.663

0.867

1.0

1.0

1.0

0.653

0.867

1.0

1.0

1.0

0.771

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

Child 5

1.0

1.0

Child 6

1.0

1.0

Child 2
Child 3
Child 4

Child 7

1.0

Proportion of Adults

0.7702

Total Adults

4,065,886

Total Children

0.0983

0.1071

0.0176

0.0047

0

92,910

24,811

0

337,821 744,041 241,660

518,926 565,381

99,245

0.0014
7,391
44,344

0.00063
3,326

5,279,000

23,280 1,490,391
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estimate reflects the fact that 77% of
adults have no children under the age of
17. Among those who have children, the
average number of children was 1.73 (95%
CI: 1.6 – 1.8). Orthodox have, on average,
the greatest number of children (2.8 +/.42) compared to other groups. There are
expected differences as a function of age
and education, with higher average
number of children among non-college
within the younger age groups (ages 18-44;
see Figure 13).
If the total adult population, including
those non-religiously identified, are
estimated to be 5.3 million, with an
average of .4 children per adult, the

estimated number of Jewish children
would be 2.1 million, substantially higher
than that based on the cross-survey
estimate of those aged 18-24 years.
Including these 2.1 million children in the
total population estimate yields a total
Jewish population in excess of 7 million.
For present purposes, we have not done so,
but it might be important for those
interested in the potential of the current
system of Jewish education.
The nature of families, particularly intermarried families, however, requires that
one examine not merely the number of
children of Jewish adults to determine the
number of Jewish children, but also

Figure 13: Average number of children by age and education
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whether the children are reportedly being
raised Jewish. For each child in the
household, respondents indicated whether
the child was being raised Jewish or in
another religion. Table 9 displays the
proportion of children being raised Jewish.
Of those with only one child in the
household under the age of 18, 63% of the
children are being raised Jewish. Of those
with two children, 77% report that one
child is being raised Jewish and 68% that
the second child is also being raised
Jewish. For those with three children,
80% are being raised Jewish. For those
with four or more children, all of the
children are being raised Jewish.
The bottom of the table displays the
number of children, expressed in
population totals that these numbers
correspond to. For example, 9.8% of
adults have one child under the age of 18.
This corresponds to 518,926 adults. Of

these, 65% of the children of these adults
are being raised Jewish, which corresponds
to 338,000 children. Of the 11% of adults
(n=565,381) who have two children, the
distribution of whether the children are
being raised Jewish is 65-66%. This would
correspond to a total of 744,000 additional
Jewish children. The total number of
children under the age of 18 is 1.5 million,
which is not very different from the
estimated number of children based on
extrapolation of the number of adults aged
18-24 in the cross-survey analysis. In
addition, the estimated number of 1.5
million is likely an undercount considering
that many of these children may still
consider themselves to be Jewish even
though they are not currently being raised
Jewish, or are being raised Jewish as well
as in another religion. The total Jewish
population including only those children
who are being raised exclusively as Jewish
is 6.4 million.

Table 10: Total Jewish Population: 2010

Jewish adults by religion

4,223,000

Other Jewish adults

688,000

Total Jewish adults

4,911,000

Jewish children
Currently Raised Jewish
Total Jewish population

1,490,000
6,401,000
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Summary
The present report provides a framework
and a way forward for studies of the U.S.
Jewish population. As a small minority
living among over 300 million other U.S.
citizens, obtaining reliable and valid data
on the population as a whole requires the
use of a wide lens, as well as the ability to
focus narrowly to develop a clearer picture
of the nature of the group. The challenge
for the Jewish community, and those who
provide data about American Jewry, is
twofold: to have reliable data on the size
and basic demographic composition of the
population and to have data which
describe the qualities of the Jewish
population. Obtaining the latter depends
in large part on the former. In the past,
Jewish social research has conflated the
two—seeking to obtain census-like
population totals at the same time as
detailed substantive data on the nature of
Jewish life. When the two are estimated
from the same single source of data, any
errors or sources of bias in the population
totals can dramatically affect
understanding of Jewish life more broadly.
When the task of population estimation is
considered separately from the study of
Jewish life, many more relevant and valid
sources of data—beyond those collected
solely for purposes of the study of Jewish
life—can be drawn on for information. In
the present analysis, we draw on nearly
150 independent sources of data. This is
done through meta-analytic methods that
enable one to examine whether there are
any systematic differences among the
separate sources. In the present analyses,

these differences were almost entirely
attributable to the demographic
composition of the samples. Once
demographic differences were accounted
for, there was very little variation across
the surveys in estimates of the Jewish
population. And, analysis across all of the
sources of data converged on an estimate
of 1.8% of U.S. adults who identify by
religion as Jewish, or 4.2 million. When
adjusted for estimates of the proportion of
adults who consider themselves to be
Jewish by heritage but do not identify by
religion as Jewish obtained from targeted
surveys, the population could be as high as
5.3 million. With the addition of children,
the size of the Jewish population in the
United States is conservatively estimated
to be 6.4 million, substantially higher than
estimates reported elsewhere (cf.,
DellaPergola, 2011).
Many have expressed concern that our
estimate of 1.8% of adults in the United
States identifying as Jewish in response to
questions about religion, an estimate
consistent with the 1.85% of U.S. adults
observed in NJPS 1990, reflects an
increase in the total number of Jews that is
irreconcilable with past population
projection models such as those conducted
by Sergio DellaPergola (1980, 2005). We
have replicated our method with a subset
of surveys conducted around 1990 and the
estimate was near identical to that
obtained by Waksberg (1991). In
addition, it was through the use of this
method that we were able to identify age
disparities in the NJPS 2000 population
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estimates that simply had no face validity,
and should, for any serious researcher, call
into question the accuracy of the results.
In particular, NJPS 2000 indicated a
decline of 175,000 among the population of
adults born between 1956 and 1965, a
decline far exceeding what would be
expected by mortality, migration, or
changes in norms associated with selfidentification as Jewish. Our cross-survey
estimates for these age cohorts were more
consistent with estimates of the age
cohorts from 1990 and did not suggest, as
NJPS 2000 had, that Jewish adults in
their prime years were disappearing with
no explanation.
It should also be noted that the world of
survey research has seen dramatic changes
between 1990 and 2000, as exemplified by
the 45% response rate to the 1990 survey
compared to just 17% in 2000. That fewer
people agree to participate in surveys
weighs more heavily on the methods of
sample selection, the metrics for
evaluating the representativeness of the
samples, and the methods of weighting the
sample that is achieved to corresponding
population numbers.
There are a number of benefits that come
from the meta-analytic approach we have
adopted. Not only is there improved
population estimation that comes at lower
cost through the use of existing sources of
data, but there is also improved estimation
of subgroups such as by age, race,
education, and geographic distribution,
which can, in turn, be drawn on when
analyzing surveys that focus more
specifically on the task of providing data
on the nature of Jewish life in the United
States. The utility of this approach is

demonstrated through the analysis of a
targeted survey conducted with the
Knowledge Networks panel. Only with
the availability of detailed estimates of the
distribution of the Jewish population was
it possible to identify how representative
the respondents in the Knowledge
Network panel were of the Jewish
population as a whole, and to make
adjustments to reflect the over- and underrepresentation of these groups.
Although there are clear benefits to this
approach, there are also limits. Key is
that we can only estimate the Jewish
population that identifies by non-religious
criteria. And, the estimate of number of
the Jewish children is indirect. In part,
the limits of the present approach reflect
the complexity of contemporary Jewish
identity. It is not a fixed biological
characteristic, and its expression interacts
with a host of factors. As social
psychologists and sociologists by
discipline, we define Jewish identity in
terms of how an individual views him/
herself. It is not, necessarily, identical to
religious definitions (which, themselves,
vary across denominations), nor it is
isomorphic with the criteria of Israel’s Law
of Return. But it has face validity and
provides a comparable metric over time.
There remains more work that can be done
to develop further and refine the methods
and models used to improve the utility of
the population data. This includes further
analysis of population distributions
associated with subgroups within the
Jewish population (e.g., denominations).
Additional sources of data can also be
incorporated, such as surveys of youth,
which would enable not only independent
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estimation of the size of the youth
population but also study of the
population in the larger context of health
and social issues. Many of the youth
surveys assess common issues of adolescent
risk behavior, involvement in family
difficulties, and peer pressures. There are
also government surveys, such as the
National Survey of Family Growth, which
on its own would not likely alter overall
population estimates but would provide
additional data on fertility issues for those
of child-bearing years, aged 15-44, which
could be used when considering trends and
population change.
As noted throughout this report,
estimating the size and character of the
contemporary U.S. Jewish population is
replete with conceptual and
methodological challenges. This report
describes our efforts to date to tackle these

challenges and apply the best available
social scientific tools to creating
meaningful and valid estimates. Although
we have referred to our approach as a new
paradigm, our work builds on prior efforts
and is radical only in our emphasis on
combining multiple sources of data—both
individual survey data and weights that
are derived from a synthesis of these
surveys. We recognize that our approach
differs from other socio-demographic
efforts in that we treat our data not as
census information, but as probabilistic
survey data, with inherent error.
Although we have not identified all of the
sources of error, and the present report
represents a modest step, we hope that this
approach leads the way to being able to
understand survey error. Our goal is
simple: to improve the validity and utility
of data about the American Jewish
population at a reasonable cost.
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